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ARGUMENT 

Applicant supplements the argument in reply to the remarks presented in the 
Examiner's Answer dated October 13, 2009. In Examiner's Answer dated October 13, 
2009, the Examiner presented three new arguments. 

First, the Examiner presented a new argument based on Figure 31 of Hongo et 
ai. (U.S. Patent 6,921,466, hereafter Hongo'466) in view of Hongo et al. (U.S. Patent 
6,716,330, hereafter Hongo'330). The Examiner argued that Hongo'466 teaches a 
detachable unit including two cells, a pretreatment cell and an electroless processing 
cell. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Hongo'466 teaches that units 111-118 and measuring instruments 141-143 in 
Figure 31 are interchangeable, and units 111, 112 are electroless plating apparatus 
(Figure 31, column 33 line 59 to column 34 line). The unit 112 for electroless Cu plating 
is further described in Figure 36. Hongo'466 teaches that unit 112 is configured for 
electroless plating, cleaning, and drying in the same cell by changing substrate 
elevation, spinning and providing different processing liquids (column 37 lines 23-65). 
However, Hongo'466 does not teach or suggest that the electroless unit 111 or 112 
includes an electroless processing cell and a pretreatment/post treatment cell, as set 
forth in the pending claims. 

The Examiner also argued that the plating unit in Figure 14 of Hongo'466 is 
capable of dispensing electroless plating solution. However, the plating unit of Figure 
14 also does not include a pretreatment/post treatment cell. As described with Figure 
12 which is a plan constitution of the plating unit in Figure 14, the plating unit 2 has a 
substrate treatment section 2-1 for performing plating treatment and its attendant 
treatment, and a plating liquid tray 2-2 for storing a plating liquid (Figure 12, column 18 
line 47-64). An electrode portion 2-5 held by an arm 2-4 swings between the plating 
liquid tray 2-2 and the substrate treatment section 2-1 . However, the plating liquid tray 
2-2 is not a treatment cell. Therefore, the plating unit 2 in Figure 14 also does not teach 
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or suggest an electroless module having an electroless processing cell and a 
pretreatment/post treatment cell, as set forth in the pending claims. 

The Examiner further argued that the combination of cells in Figures 14 and 49 of 
Hongo'466 in view of Hongo'330 teaches the claimed subject matter. Applicant 
respectfully disagrees. As discussed above, Hongo'466 teaches that the plating unit 2 
in Figures 12-16 and plating module 512 in Figures 47 and 49 have one substrate 
treatment section 2-1 and one plating liquid tray 2-2, which is not a treatment cell. 
Thus, Hongo'466 does not teach or suggest a plating unit (or an electroless unit) having 
a plating cell and a pretreatment/post treatment cell. Hongo'330 teaches a substrate 
processing system comprises load and unload units 52a, 52b, cleaning apparatus 54, 
56 for pretreatment, an activation treatment apparatus 58, a catalyst apparatus 60, an 
electroless plating apparatus 62, cleaning and drying apparatus 64, 66 for post 
treatment, and two transfer robots 68, 70 (Figure 4, column 8 line 63 to column 9 line 
10). Thus, Hongo'330 teaches separate pretreatment apparatus and post treatment 
apparatus for electroless plating. However, Hongo'330 also does not teach or suggest 
a substrate processing module having an electroless processing cell and a 
pretreatment/post treatment cell, as set forth in the pending claims. 

In conclusion, the Examiner erred in asserting that Hongo'466 and Hongo'330, 
alone or in combination, teaches a detachable unit including two cells, a pretreatment 
cell and an electroless processing cell. 

Second, the Examiner argued that it would be obvious to provide an additional 
unit including two cells in view of Figure 47 of Hongo'466. Applicant submits that this 
argument is moot because, as discussed above, the cited references do not teach or 
suggest a substrate processing a substrate processing module including a 
pretreatment/post treatment cell and an electroless processing cell. 

Third, the Examiner indicated that Applicant's argument, that Hongo'466 fails to 
teach that the electroless plating unit 111 in Figure 11 is interchangeable, is not 
persuasive. Applicant submits that the Examiner mischaracterized Applicant's 
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argument. Applicant argued that the two plating modules 512 in previously cited Figure 
47 are not interchangeable because they are mirror images of one another. Applicant 
actually pointed out to the Examiner that Hongo'466 teaches that units 111-118 and 
measuring instruments 141-143 in Figure 31 are interchangeable. Applicant further 
argued that Figure 31 of Hongo'466 does not teach or suggest the subject matter in the 
pending claims because the units 111 and 112 do not include a pretreatment/post 
treatment cell and an electroless processing cell. 
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CONCLUSION 



For the reasons presented above, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
rejections over claims 26-28 are improper. Reversal of the rejections is respectfully 
requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Keith M. Tackett 
Registration No. 32,008 
Patterson & Sheridan, L.L.P. 
3040 Post Oak Blvd. Suite 1500 
Houston, TX 77056 
Telephone: (713)623-4844 
Facsimile: (713)623-4846 
Attorney for Appellant(s) 
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